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Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel 
The Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, administered by UNEP, advises the Global Environment 
Facility
(Version 5)

STAP Scientific and Technical screening of the Project Identification Form (PIF)

Date of screening: February 06, 2012 Screener: Thomas Hammond
Panel member validation by: Sandra Diaz; Thomas Lovejoy
                        Consultant(s): Paul Grigoriev

I. PIF Information (Copied from the PIF)
FULL SIZE PROJECT GEF TRUST FUND
GEF PROJECT ID: 4665
PROJECT DURATION : 4
COUNTRIES : Russian Federation
PROJECT TITLE: ARCTIC Conserving Biodiversity in the Changing Arctic
GEF AGENCIES: UNEP
OTHER EXECUTING PARTNERS: Ministry of Natural Resources and Ecology (MNRE), WCMC, GRIDA
GEF FOCAL AREA: Multi Focal Area

II. STAP Advisory Response (see table below for explanation)

Based on this PIF screening, STAP’s advisory response to the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agency(ies): Major revision 
required

III. Further guidance from STAP

STAP understands that the PIF describes a project that is primarily developing objective evidence regarding sustainable 
environmental management in a changing Arctic climate through a holistic approach that promotes synergy between 
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use, protected area management effectiveness, and carbon sequestration â€“ 
demonstrating expected benefits both in terms of global environmental benefits (GEBs) as well as socio-economic and 
developmental benefits.  The protection and enhancement of Arctic carbon stocks is of very high strategic importance 
for the climate system at the global scale The evidence generated primarily at the selected model areas would appear to 
be aimed at consolidating the mainstreaming of sustainable environmental management within selected regional 
governments (and in the country more generally at all government levels). STAP additionally understands that the main 
justification for the project is to amass sufficient evidence through demonstrated model application of PA and wildlife 
management interventions, as well as carbon conservation and mainstreaming the economic benefits of these in order to 
influence national and regional policy and practice regarding the Arctic.  There is also a significant traditional 
knowledge component, specifically the application of TK from Arctic indigenous peoples in support of monitoring, 
management, and policy decisions.

This project tries to satisfy at least two strategic goals of the BD focal area â€“ improve sustainability of PAs systems 
and mainstream BD conservation and sustainable use in production landscapes as well as at least one objective of the 
CC focal area â€“ promote conservation and enhancement of carbon stocks. STAP wishes to congratulate the Russian 
Federation and its partners in submitting this proposal which may result in transformative change in biodiversity 
protection in this region. Although resources are limited in relation to the scale of challenges described, STAP 
expresses optimism that as a part of the Arctic Programmatic approach project efforts will be reinforced by other 
initiatives within the program, leading to synergistic outcomes.

This being the case, the project objective is quite complex and the PIF itself is also very lengthy and difficult to 
penetrate, while concomitantly providing relatively detail with regard to specific interventions and locations.  In many 
instances the relationship between the project logframe and subsequent description was not entirely clear to STAP. 
There is heavy emphasis on policy related inerventions, although it was not clear to STAP whether the most effective 
balance between science, policy, and ultimately the delivery of GEBs had been achieved. While STAP is guardedly 
optimistic that policy intervention in biodiversity and protected areas management in the Russian Arctic may lead to 
significant gains in global environmental benefits, STAP cannot endorse this project at this time given reasons further 
outlined below.
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1. There appears to be a dichotomy in the intervention strategy. On the one hand the scientifically led actions to 
strengthen PA designation and management effectiveness taking into account climate change, on the other the 
assumption that once the model areas are able to demonstrate the effectiveness of holistic management, that this will 
influence policy and practice.  This dichotomy is to some extent reflected within the risks table, particularly concerning 
governance.  STAP strongly suggests that this issue requires greater clarification. Cost/benefit analysis may be an 
effective tool in order to address what appears to be both the largest barrier and key underlying assumption (among 
many) in this project â€“ that is effective mainstreaming of sound environmental management by relevant sectors with 
the full support of government at all levels.

2. While a great deal of information has been provided, this project is very difficult to assess given that the baseline 
situation, particularly with regard to specific project intervention sites and strategies, is inadequately represented. This 
information should demonstrate how global environmental benefits would flow from the proposed approach compared 
to a documented baseline.

3. STAP notes that tangible benefits will be realized across an extremely large geographic area in relation to proposed 
resources, and questions whether this initiative will indeed have the impact proposed. STAP suggests that much greater 
specificity in geographic focus and baselines of the areas that are expected to be benefited is required before a 
reasonable assessment can be made.

4. With regard to the model areas approach, STAP understands that numerous similar "demonstration" initiatives in this 
domain have been undertaken in the past â€“ many of which were supported by the GEF. The PIF should acknowledge 
this, noting briefly what has been achieved and what lessons have been learned on the effectiveness of the model area 
approach and how this project will build on these lessons and achievements. 

5. The PIF proposes a range of initiatives targeting indigenous communities including integration of traditional 
knowledge into decision-making on biodiversity protection, support for co-management of natural resources as well as 
engagement of indigenous communities into biodiversity monitoring in selected model areas. These efforts are 
commendable, insofar that community groups are aware and agree that their involvement is for these purposes, and that 
access to and integration of indigenous knowledge is for the long term purpose of upscaling lessons learned to improve 
management of biodiversity. However, this is potentially a very large assumption which is not addressed or explored. 
Land use rights may well be central to the assumption that indigenous communities will willingly share traditional 
knowledge for management purposes â€“ an analysis of past experience supporting this assumption would be useful.  
This point requires clarification.

6. Improved management of wildlife is central to the delivery of GEBs. While the PIF acknowledges and suggests a 
range of interventions to combat illegal poaching and manage wildlife sustainably (through showcasing of sustainable 
strategies for wildlife management, improved management by local communities, and development of National Species 
Conservation Strategies), these interventions may not in themselves be sufficient. The assumption that these Strategies 
will lead to effective management requires explanation. If illegal poaching is indeed the primary threat, it is likely that 
there are numerous socio-economic, governance, and legal issues at play which a Species Conservation Strategy would 
be unlikely to address. No comprehensive analysis of threats to wildlife is presented or cited. STAP recommends that a 
detailed assessment of threats and barriers to addressing these threats is essential, coupled with a robust framework of 
interventions which effectively address those barriers within the financial envelope of the project. As currently outlined 
in the PIF, the impact of the project interventions on wildlife management may well be insufficient to generate 
expected results at the sufficient scale to demonstrate global environmental benefits.

7. STAP is unsure about the source of the statement in the PIF that "â€¦ the Russian Arctic has currently a large system 
of protected areas with satisfactory coverageâ€¦" (p.15), while the Strategic Action Plan for the Russian Arctic 
(http://npa-arctic.ru/Documents/sap_da/sap_en.pdf) notes that "Inadequate geographic coverage and ineffective 
biodiversity protection is characteristic of the specially protected natural areas of the Russian Arctic". The SAP goes on 
to suggest that less than half of current landscape diversity can be found in protected territories and only 60-65% of 
terrestrial biodiversity, and that marine PAs are highly under-represented and require urgent attention. 

8. Component 3 of the project focusing on assessing the carbon sequestration potential of the Arctic ecosystems 
(including PAs) and assessing and mainstreaming carbon sequestration services into decision-making in model areas 
appears very ambitious. STAP suggests this may well be unrealistic due to the very low existing baseline and complex 
nature of carbon fluxes in polar regions. Currently, very little is known about carbon fluxes and factors regulating those 
fluxes in tundra soils and permafrost as well as polar forested areas. The feedback mechanisms are complex, temporally 
and spatially variable and still poorly understood. This is an emerging field of research; results are often site-specific 
and estimates vary significantly . Current estimates of carbon sources and sinks based on forest inventories in Russia 
(as well as polar peatlands) are largely unreliable and need to be updated . 
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In addition, STAP questions the feasibility of realistic economic valuation and mainstreaming of carbon sequestration 
services of peatlands and permafrost into government decision making. STAP recommends revisiting this component 
and suggests exploring the possibility of using GEF funds for establishing a solid baseline of carbon stocks and fluxes 
in the Russian Arctic - as a first step towards valuation and eventual markets. This goal could be realized through 
supporting the establishment of carbon stock monitoring systems and/or supporting carefully designed studies assessing 
carbon fluxes in representative terrestrial and coastal ecosystems of the Russian Arctic. These activities should support 
proper establishment of the baseline to be used for future potential assessment of the carbon sequestration potential of 
Russian Arctic ecosystems â€“ and will also have important global significance in improving our understanding of 
these systems in this context.

9. The project details a very lengthy list of partners, although there is relatively little indication of how these 
agencies/partners will be included in project delivery. STAP questions whether all of these partners can realistically be 
integrated into project implementation, and also notes that many of the international organizations noted are presently 
lacking in specific GEF recipient country scientific or technical experience. STAP notes that given the significant 
development and resource exploitation pressures in this region as noted in the PIF, key federal ministries responsible 
for these sectors have not been included. 

10. In the identification of risks climate change is noted as an important factor, but largely as a modulator of land use 
change (for instance by facilitating new land uses or access of new stakeholders see e.g. Identified Risk No. 3 in 
Section B.4). However, and despite the uncertainties mentioned in point 8 above, there is good evidence from recent 
years  that carbon release from tundra and neighbouring ecosystems, especially permafrost thawing, can occur very fast 
as a consequence of climate warming alone, without any significant intervention of changing land use. This has the 
potential of releasing very large amounts of C into the atmosphere, with significant impacts to ecosystems and 
infrastructure. If extensive and fast enough, this process alone could largely cancel out any positive changes in carbon 
sequestration and other ecosystem services that might be achieved by improved management ot the target areas.  The 
direct risk posed by climate warming is not sufficiently addressed in the PIF. 

11. Finally, it is noted in the PIF that shifting of existing PA boundaries will be considered as a strategy. Although 
potentially innovative, this approach does not come without some controversy â€“ particularly when significant 
resource-based industries and agencies are involved as this PIF indicates. Shifting of PA boundaries would require 
significant supporting evidence that distinct ecological benefits would result. In addition, STAP wishes to point out that 
(to their knowledge) if any of the PAs considered in this strategy are also designted World Heritage Sites a change in 
boundary could result in de-listing from the World Heritage List.
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Bioscience 58, 701â€“714 (2008); 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of 
Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the IPCC (Cambridge Univ. Press, 2007); 
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STAP advisory 
response

Brief explanation of advisory response and action proposed

1. Consent STAP acknowledges that on scientific/technical grounds the concept has merit.  However, STAP may 
state its views on the concept emphasising any issues that could be improved and the proponent is 
invited to approach STAP for advice at any time during the development of the project brief prior to 
submission for CEO endorsement.

2. Minor 
revision 
required.  

STAP has identified specific scientific/technical suggestions or opportunities that should be discussed 
with the proponent as early as possible during development of the project brief.  One or more options 
that remain open to STAP include:
(i) Opening a dialogue between STAP and the proponent to clarify issues
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(ii) Setting a review point during early stage project development and agreeing terms of reference for 
an independent expert to be appointed to conduct this review

The proponent should provide a report of the action agreed and taken, at the time of submission of the 
full project brief for CEO endorsement.

3. Major 
revision 
required

STAP proposes significant improvements or has concerns on the grounds of specified major 
scientific/technical omissions in the concept.  If STAP provides this advisory response, a full 
explanation would also be provided.  Normally, a STAP approved review will be mandatory prior to 
submission of the project brief for CEO endorsement. 
The proponent should provide a report of the action agreed and taken, at the time of submission of the 
full project brief for CEO endorsement.

 


